'If a US. fxrst stnke against the relahvely weak
Soviets did ‘not make sense in 1962, then:a

Soviet first sirike against the United Stafes
makes less sense now, that both sides have

‘reached parity.

By Réobgn Scheer
Aneles Times Service

Soviel fears of a snrpnse S. nucle-
ar first strike after the Cuban missile
crisis may have mggered the mas-
sive ngletpmldup of intercontinen-
tal missiles’ in the 1960s and set off
thé¢ nuc) eét arjhis race, accordmg to

. former Secretary of Del'ense Robert
S. McNaynara, ~ *

- In & récent lmerview McNamara
cned récemly declassified docu-
ment mal indicafes that the US. Air
Fon:é Wanted the United States to

Mc Oe?ar‘a and Presxdent Kennedy
hat proj N

Tbe document was released. under
the Freedom of Information Act.

McNamara, who was setretary of
defense from 1961 to 1968, has chal-
lenged the notion held by President |
Reagan”and others that the Sovlels
nuclear buildup of the late 1960s and
1970s was designed 10 gain a first-
strike nuclear attack  capability.
Rather, McNamara contended, the
buildup can be seen as a reaction to
the earlier U.S. military buildup and
Lo rmﬂors that the United States was
reparing to strike first at the Soviet

Us

‘1 l:gve no do\ng bt that the Sovi-
Ahought. We:. were: jlng 1o
i fifststrike capabi
cN; mara sai We were not, We
did'not hive it; e could not attain it;
we didn't haye any thought of attain-
mg m But (hey probably thought we
did

Had he been. the Soviet defcnse
secrciary ,at the time, McNamara
said, “I would have been worried as
hell ‘aboit the" imbalance of force;
Angs & would: have. been- concerned
. that thé Unitéd States was trying to
build a firststrike capability ... be-
cause ] would bave had knowledge of
what the nucléar strength was of the
s Uhited” State$, and I would have
%+ heard thé rumofs that the Air Force
¥ was, recommendirig acmevemem of

suich a capability.”

In the document, mled Memoran-
dum for the President and dated Nov
21, 1962, McNamara warned Presi-
dent Kennedy: “It has become clear
to me that the Air Force proposals-. ,
are based'on the ob]ecuve of achiev-
ing a first-strike capability.”

McNamara then quoted 1o Kennedy
part of an Air Force report that sup-
ported “the development of forces
which_proyide. the United States a
first: s\nke ¢apability credible fo the

n;un,as well as to our allies.”.

. In.McNaiara's judgment, the Air
Forv:e recommendation went beyond

the fequifement of detérring a Soviet
i a!lacg He wro! le af the time:

“Whafis
e Hef ns wheﬂ;ner ur forg
sho b¢ ailgmentéd d what [

am recommending m’ aﬁ a tempqw
V achiy capability to start a ther-
montclear war in which the result-
36 fo ourselves and our al-
onsidered_acceptable
able deﬁmlion o( the

+ McNamara citéd § in the 1962 dbcu
menf a’ memorandiim. K& had sent
Kennedy the year before, in wmch
he had defined a “full firststrike
capability” as a- capability that
“would be achieved if our forces
were S0 Iarge and soeffective, in
relation to those of the Soviét Union,
that we would be able to attack and
reduce Soviet retaliatory power to
the point-at which it could not cause
severe damaga 10 U.S. population and
industry.” *

The 1962 memo added, " indicated )

then and 1 reaffirm now 'my belief
that the ‘full first-strike capability’ —
and I now include the Air Force's
variant of it.— should be rejected as
aU.S. policy olgxecnve :
McNamara’s”réason for rejecting
the first-strike option was that the
Soviets *had submarine-Jaunched
ballistic missiles that would survive
a’ firststrike attack: He esumaled
‘hat the Soviet forces survivi
first “strike: could- inflict 50. million
direct fatalities on the United States.
“1 do not consider this an ‘acceptable’
level of damage;” he told Kennedy. .

Debate anew .
McNamara's latest comments come
amid the current US. debate over
whether the Soviets now have a first.
strike capability, as Presidem Re:f
gan said last week.
In his recént interview, McNamara
said, mat if a U.S: first strike agams!
the Soviets'did not make sense i
1962, ‘wheti théy 'were :elauve]y
weak, then ‘a Soviet first strike
. against the United States makes less
. sense now that both sldes have
reached parity.
“They |the Soviets] no miore have a'
first- sinke capability lodny lhan we
had then,” he said.
The following are excerpts from_

the Los Angeles' Ti imes in
with McNamara: .
Scheer - What about the geopohn-

cal balance? We hear how the Soviéts
Have golten slronger and how
they've:” made gams all over the
worl
McN-mnrn — l myxlf belleve
they've gonen Weaker That ‘may’

sound naive when one says it if' the "~
face of what has clearly been an in. '

. crease in the niimber of theit nucle-

ar yeapons and an increase in their - *

convéntional forces — not nearly as
great, by the way, as many say, but
still an incfeasé. But I think they've
gotten weaker bécause, economically
and poli cally, there have been some
very Seripns failurés. In my opinion,
they are in a weaker yosmon loday
thant

. Scheer

1 Teasé ini Sovi t conventional forces -

is not as greal asmany say.
McNamsn - I expand that to’

irst-strike capability in 1962,

. the Air Force. The Soviets didn't_

mak tWo points: Soviet conventional
strenigth is not as I\%mal as many state _
it to be, and the NATO conventional -
weakness is not as great as it is fre-
quently said to be. Therefore, ‘the
convpnﬁqnal balancé is not s favoy-
“able to the Soviets 28 is onen as-
sumed.
The Soviet advamage in tanks is
equently used to illustrate the
Elrengl of the Soviets and the woak-
ess of the West, I believe the War-
aw Pac Countrigs have three times
B smqny anks as the NATO countries.
Bl ‘olit respons¢ to the Soviet
ank& should not necessarily bé a
ne expansion of;: our fank
i rcé,(but rather an ekpansion of our
- ‘anti-tank wéapons.
% In' this country we commonly exag-
ératé the imbalance of Warsaw Pact
and NATO conventional forges. Ip my
opinion, NATO:conventional forces
are very sirong ndeéd. They arg nol
a3 strong as I would like to See them,
not as strong as they ougm 1o be, not
as strong as they can be by applying
modern technology within realisuc
budget constfainfs. Bat, still, 1hey”
~are a much greater deterrent 10 Sovi-
et aggresslon than we common ly
ecognize.
Scheer — One’of' the argumems
that is made by the admmlstrauon is
that the Soviefs are engaged in an
unreleming. massive military b
in both conventional and strate-
nd thal wenow have to

believe is a ragl 'which is that we
overstate the Spviets’ force and: we
understat§ ours, and. we therefore
greaﬂy Qverstate the imbalance, This
is not spmething that.is few; it has
been g gmng o for yéats,
heer — Did it go on while you
were secretary of defense?
McNamara — Of course. it did. I-
tried 19 correct it; | frequently made
statements correcting it, but becausg-
it appears to serve the interesis of’
some to consciously or priconscious:
ly overstate the Soviet strength and
understate’ ours. lhat frequcntly

occurs. "
© Scheer — W] ho arethe “some”i’
icNamara = Well, ' particular

elements of our sogiety: that . feel
their programs are benefited by that.
The missile gap of 1960 was a func-
tion of forces within the Defense

- Départment that, perhaps uncon-  ould have been concerned that thig *

sciously, were trying to support their

particular program — in that case, ah
expansion of U.S. missilé i
— by overstating t} gt

Tdon't wan! to state that they were
consciously misslating the Iacts but
lhere,;s aj nccnscxo\ls as

$cheer L°0ni the es:
on, was there a shift? You are al-
ways associated with the “muluany
assured  destuction” ~ deterrence
notion, Yet some pegple have argued
that within the period in which {
were in charge, there was a shift i
.- the mr%e!mg scenano and that fvas
° ‘when the begmmng 0 the notion of
* limited npclear war actually s!aned
McNamar.l — No, po, we m
rom [Eisenhower'’ 's Sécretary, of State
John Foster] Dylles” strategy of mas-
sive retaliation to what wa
“flexible response ”" That, wat
think, a major advance because it 1
substanually reduced the risk; of
nuclear war. And the level at wlucb
nuclear - weapons = might;
under flexible response was raxsed s0
high thiat if was, in effect, the equiva-
 Tent of mutyal assured destructic
The point on the Soviet concerr
about our grs\ strike iSan jinportanf
one. [He lifts a document.] This is
highly classified memorandum from
me to Presment Kennedy, dated Nov.
21,1962 I the mefnorandum 1 state, .
“It has become clear 1o me the Air,
Force_ proposals are, based on the *
objective of achieving a firststrike'
Cﬂpﬂblllty. In the words of an Aig |
Force report to me, ‘The Air Force
has rather supported the develop-
ment, of, fgrces which provide the:
United States a first-strike capabill;, *
1=’ This js my memo to the Presi’
dent and that is a proper quote from

have this docurment, at least I hope™
they didn't. But they may have heard
talk that we were trying to achleve a
Airst- stnke capabxmy‘ and, i any

cilied

.and sea basing ol‘

case 1h saw the zeforoeyie had,
e issue otf strike capability
is absolulely I\mdamen\al:, Ang 1
Ahave no question but that the Soviets
& were trying to achieve a

t; We didn’t have any thought of
al\aimng it. But they probably
hough we did.

Scheer — Well, also, the argument
that is made Tere now is based on
finding Spviet' defense manuals. 1f
the Soviets did have access 10 this.

roi

‘negotiator Paul’ Nitze or National
Security Council ‘Soviet expert Rich-
ard Pipes, oF these people. come. uj
with about Soviet iptentions: All we
‘can "poiAt. t
Minuteman'Vulngrability is t
4}“" civil 'defense program,

Yy
‘why
‘are they piling oh the missifes

TAs

* farasl know we- don 't have any s1a!e«

ment by thém, "

McNamara Nu, absoluiely not.
But 1I‘l Tad been the Soviet secretary -
of defense, I'd have been worried as
hell at the imbalance of forcé. And 1

United States was trying to build a

- come back and urt 1y
n the argumen} of - o h TS

n
;bec use we'ré capable of pujting

:cheer — The argument fhat is -
de is-that they would destroy.
eﬁough of ours that they could come
bag

ara — Go bﬂck 10 1960

when many in the US. believed there
¢ gap favoring the S{m-

«ts. With hindsight it became clear
there wasn’t any missile gap. But
Kennedy had been told there was.
What actually happeried was this: In.
the summer of 1960, there were two
‘elements in- the US. intelligence

M‘cNamaru — The argument is
without. foundafi t's absurd. To
1y to destroy the 1,054 Minutemen,
ge Soviets. would have to plan to

ound-burst two nuclear warheads
of one megaton each on each site.
That is 2,000 megatons, roughly 160,-

times. the megatonnage of the
Hiroshima bomb. What condition, do
you think our country. would be in
when . 2,000 _ one-megaton bs
grm,md -burst? The idea that, in ,such
a situation, we would sit here and
say, “Well, we don’t want to lgunch
against them because they might
mconoclv-.

tive levels of the U.S. and Soviet stra-
" tegic nuclear forces.

It's a little like the conventional
force situation I discussed earlier.
One element greatly overstated the
level of the Soviet nuclear force vis-
avis the other element. The first
element had data which they. be-
lieved justified their interpretation.
When one Jooked over it, it became
“clear the data didn't justil
clusion.

And withi

And the idea that thé Soviefs e
today sitting in Mosce d
g, “We've got the US. over a barrel wo years of that time,
in the US warhead
inventory was so great vis-a-vis thé
. Soviets that the Air Force wa§ saying
that they:felt we.had a first-strike
capability” and could, and should,
continue to have one. If the Air Force
thought that, imagine what the Sovi-
ets thought.
The way they feacted was by sub-

2,000, megatons of ground-burst on
then and in glich a sifuatiop we
know they will be scared to death
nd fearful of retaliation; therefore
e..are free fo. conduct political
plackmail,” is too incredible to war-
ant serious debate.

Scheer — Let’s return to the issiie
f the buildup of nuclear forces. How

“when they did that, we sat back here

_their capability more than their in-

community’ disagreeing on the rela-,

_.changed the nature of !

_read that the total mvemory of war-

stantially, expanding their strateglcv
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and saw the way they were moving —
and we always had 1o take account of

tentions, because we weren't sure of
their intentions. We looked at their
capability, and they: weré building
submarines, missiles and planes, and

//}}w/;.‘

. experimenting with new warheads, -,

at such a rate that we had to respond. ‘\
We probably over-responded be-
cause jt islikely that their capabxlny, R
which we observed, exceeded their *
intentions.
So you have an action- reaction
phenomenon. And the result is that
during the last 25 years, and particu- =
larly during the last 15, there has,,
been a huge bmldup, much more .,

. than people realizé, in’ th! nuclear . 5

strength of these two forces. That has -
problefn <

and increased the risk greatly. lhave

heads in the two arsenals is on the-:,
order of 50,000,

heer — What 'Xs’sb'sé;ry about
1hi: .. how did this happen? i
McNamara — Because the potential

-.vigtims have not been brougm into
- the debate yet, and it’s about time we  ~

Dbrought them in.

blllly

+. You put those two things together:
isadvantage' that is
ifself to at least a|

ar fo support the view that ll'{}

United $tates ‘as planning ‘a firs

strike capability and, secondly, talk

among U.S: personriel that that was

the objective = it would have Just

scared the Hell oyt of me. That mémo

is dated November 62, It’s by comcl-

dence a montlf aﬂer

the point 'ni 1 makm

However; 1. want to re-emphasize
xhese points: Nunbér ‘one, I didn’t
believe, and ‘ President - Kennedy
didn't believe; we had ‘a firststrike
gpnblmy“Nuynber wo, we

a firststrike capability. "Iumber
threg; if, we had had any such infen-

tion; there is no way we, cuuld have
{

done ity in my opinion..

Scheer—1f you couldn' lhave dous

then, how- could: one make the
claim that thé. Soviets could ' do n
now?

McNamara:
ﬁrs!slrxke capability today tﬁaq we

ad then. No one has demonstrated

lo me that the Soviets have 3 capabili-
-ty of. "destroying oup Minutemen
[land-based intercontinental ballistic
missiles] . But even if they could de-
stmy ‘ourt Minut et ‘that doésn’t
give them a first-strike capabxhly,
Dot when they are facing our Polaris
submarines ad our bombers. The
other two legs of the triad lair, landl
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